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In the Court of Appeals o! the District of Columbia. 


No. 1812. 


Joe anna French, &c., Appellant, 


vs. 

National Laundry Co. 


a Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

At Law. No. 48873. 


Joeanna French, by Her Next Friend, Willie C. Clinton, 

Plaintiff, 

vs. 

National Laundry Company, Defendant. 


United States of America, District of Columbia, ss: 

Be it remembered, That in the Supreme Court of the District of 
Columbia, at the city of Washington, in said District, at the times 
hereinafter mentioned, the following papers were tiled and proceed¬ 
ings had in the above-entitled cause, to wit: 


1 Declaration. 

Filed October 18, 1906. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

At Law. No. 48873. 

Joeanna French, by Her Next Friend, Willie C. Clinton, 

Plaintiff, 

vs. 

National Laundry Company, Defendant. 

First Count. The plaintiff, Joeanna French, an infant of the age 
of thirteen years, by her next friend, Willie C. Clinton, sues the de¬ 
fendant, National Laundry Company, a corporation, incorporated 
under the laws of the State of New Jersey, having an office and do¬ 
ing business in the District of Columbia, for that on to wit, the 
twelfth day of May, A. D. 1906, and prior thereto, the plaintiff was 
in tho employ of defendant as a helper in and about the laundry of 
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the defendant, in the City of Washington, District of Columbia, 
and was then and there, by the direction and command of the de¬ 
fendant, engaged in the work of assisting* in the passing of articles 
which were in the course of being laundered, through a machine 
known as a mangle, which machine was a part of the machinery of 
the said laundry. And on the eleventh day of May, 1900, certain 
articles which were being laundered became fast in the said mangle 
and had not been removed therefrom on said day when the laundry 
closed; and were, on the morning of the next day thereafter, 

2 the twelfth day of May, 1900, aforesaid, still adhering to the 
said mangle or to some part or parts thereof, whereby it be¬ 
came and was necessary for the plaintiff to extricate the same before 
slie could operate the machine or do her said work therewith; and 
the plaintiff was then and there, in the discharge and performance 
of her duties, as aforesaid, on to wit* the twelfth day of May, 1900, 
under the direction, supervision and control of defendant's assistant 
forewoman, who was known by the name of Maggie; and under and 
because of the command and direction of said assistant forewoman, 
plaintiff proceeded to work at and about the said mangle wherein 
and to which the said articles were, as aforesaid, fast and adhering, 
and it became necessary, in order that the plaintiff might comply 
with the command and direction of the said assistant forewoman, 
that the said articles should bo extricated from the said mangle and 
in her effort to comply with the command and direction aforesaid, 
the plaintiff proceeded to endeavor to so extricate the said articles 
from the said mangle; and the said plaintiff, previous to her em¬ 
ployment by the defendant as such helper as aforesaid, had had no 
experience with such machinery, and was never at any time warned 
by any one of the dangerous character of the said machinery, and 
by reason of her youth and inexperience did not anticipate any 
danger, and in her said efforts to extricate said articles from the said 
mangle, inserted her right hand between the rollers of the said 
machine in the space between said rollers, all the time using due 

care, for the purpose of catching the said articles as they 

3 came within reach, which method was the customary method 
employed in said establishment a v s was known to defendant 

or its agents. And the plaintiff says that by reason of her tender 
years it was the duty of the defendant to warn and acquaint her 
with the dangerous character of the said machinery and particularly 
of the danger attending (he clearing of the same of articles that had 
stuck or become fast therein, but the defendant did not nor did any 
one for it, so warn and acquaint her of the dangerous character of 
the said machine and of the said danger, but negligently and care¬ 
lessly wholly failed and omitted to do so. And in inserting her said 
hand within the said space her said hand was caught and drawn 
between the said rollers and painfully crushed, lacerated, bruised, 
burned and mutilated, and permanently and horribly disfigured and 
disabled and from thence hitherto she has experienced great physical 
and mental suffering by reason of said injury and has been put to 
great expense by reason thereof for medicines and physicians' bills, 
and in endeavoring to have herself healed of her said injury; and has 
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been rendered sick and permanently unable to earn a livelihood, to 
the plaintiff’s damage in the sum of Ten Thousand Dollars 
($10,000). And the plaintiff claims the sum of Ten Thousand 
Dollars ($10,000) besides the costs of this suit. 

MILLAN & SMITH, 

, Atfys for Plaintiff. 

4 Rule to Plead. 

The defendant is to plead hereto on or before the twentieth day, 
exclusive of Sundays and legal holidays, occurring after the day of 
the service hereof; otherwise judgment. 

MILLAN & SMITH, 

Atfys for Plaintiff. 


Plea of Defendant. 

Filed November 12,1906. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 
At Law. No. 48873. 


Jokanxa French, by Next Friend, "Willie C. Clinton, Plaintiff, 

vs. 

National Laundry Company, Defendant. 

The defendant, National Laundry Company, for plea to the dec¬ 
laration herein exhibited, and each count thereof, says that it is not 
guilt v in manner and form as therein alleged. 

BARRY MOHUN, 

II. PRESCOTT CAT LEY, 

Attorneys for Defendant. 


o 


Joinder of Issue. 


Filed November 14, 1906. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 
At Law. No. 48873. 


Joeanna French, by Iler Next Friend, "Willie C. Clinton, 

Plaintiff, 

vs. 

National Laundry Company, Defendant. 

The plaintiff joins issue on defendant’s plea to the first and second 
counts of the declaration herein. 

MILLAN & SMITH, 
Attorneys for Plaintiff. 
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Memorandum. 

May 22, 1907.—Verdict for Defendant. 


6 Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Friday, June 7 , 1907. 

Session resumed pursuant to adjournment, Mr. Justice Wright 
presiding. 

yl* «if U# 4* 4* 

^1^ m 

At Law. No. 48873. 


Joeanna French, by Her Next Friend, Willie C. Clinton, Pl’t’f, 

vs. 

National Laundry Company, Def’t. 

Upon hearing the plaintiff’s motion for a new trial, it is con¬ 
sidered that the same be, and hereby is overruled, and judgment on 
verdict ordered : 

Therefore it is considered that the plaintiff take nothing by her 
suit, and that the defendant go thereof without day, and recover 
against Willie C. Clinton, the plaintiff’s next friend, the costs of its 
defense, to be taxed by the Clerk, and have execution thereof. 

The plaintiff notes an appeal to the Court of Appeals of the Dis¬ 
trict. of Columbia, and the penalty of the bond for costs is fixed in 
the sum of one hundred dollars ($100). 


Memorandum. 

June 14, 1907.—Appeal bond filed. 


7 Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Wednesday, July 3, 1907. 

Session resumed pursuant to adjournment, Mr. Justice Wright 
presiding. 


At Law. No. 48873. 


Joeanna French, by Her Next Friend, Willie C. Clinton, Pl’t’f, 

vs. 

National Laundry Company, Def’t. 

Now comes here the plaintiff by her Attorneys and prays the Court 
to sign, seal and make part of the record, her bill of exceptions taken 
during the trial of this cause, now for then, which is accordingly 
done. 
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Bill of Exceptions. 

Filed July 3, 1907. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Joeanna French, by Her Next Friend, Willie C. Clinton, 

Plaintiff, 

vs. 

National Laundry Company, Defendant. 


At the trial of this cause, the plaintiff to sustain the issues on her 
part joined, gave evidence in'chief showing that she was born 
8 September 6, 1892, in Clinton, Mississippi, and came to the 
City of Washington, District of Columbia, to live April, 1904, 
after which time she did not attend school; that she was employed 
by the defendant about January 12, 1906, as a helper; that it was 
her duty to shake out linen; that she continued to work about one 
month when she was put to work upon the mangle, where she worked 
about three months before she was hurt; that on the eleventh day 
of May, 1906, she was employed upon the mangle running Penn¬ 
sylvania linen; that she placed the linen in the mangle on the front 
side where it is supported by an apron when let down to go into the 
mangle; that the linen goes into the mangle from the front, thence 
on through; that when work was stopped on the evening of the 
eleventh of May some unfinished napkins were in the mangle, stuck 
on the rollers and the cylinder and were in there on the next day; 
that she reached defendant’s laundry on the morning of the twelfth 
of May before the hour of seven; that the first thing she did on that 
morning after going to work was to roll the canvas that came through 
the mangle and the next thing was to get the stuck napkins out; 
then it was that she got hurt; that the canvas is a thick cloth which 
is run through the mangle to keep from scorching the rollers; that 
when the caiivas was taken out the napkins were left in the mangle 
and in taking them out she was caught by the hand. The plaintiff 
further testified: “At first I went to roll the canvas and then I went 


to take the napkins out and my hand got caught.” The plaintiff 
also gave further testimony showing that defendant’s assistant fore¬ 
woman Maggie Giliam instructed her to go to work and get 
9 the mangle in order and she went to work rolling the canvas 
and getting the napkins out; that she proceeded to take the 


napkins out with her hand, getting up on the catching board to do 
so; that she put her hand between the rollers and got the napkins 
out; that the space between the rollers was about six or seven inches; 
that she had seen others do the same thing, but could not remember 


who; that she was employed by Miss Hamilton, the defendant’s 
forewoman, but she did not tell Miss Hamilton that she was ex¬ 


perienced ; just asked for a job and was put to work on the shaking 
table; that she was transferred from the shaking table to the mangle 
by Miss Hamilton; that Miss Hamilton and Miss Giliam had charge 
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of the mangle; that neither of these persons told her anything about 
the mangle and did not warn her it was a dangerous machine; that 
prior to having her hand caught in the machine she had taken the 
articles out of the mangle in the way she had attempted to take these 
napkins out. Plaintiff further testified as follows: 

Question. “ Did you know if you took hold of an article adhering 
in there that it was liable to pull your hand down under the roller”? 
Answer. “ No.” Further testimony was given by the plaintiff show¬ 
ing that prior to going to work for the defendant she had worked in 
the Tolman laundry and in the Elite and Raleigh laundries; that 
in the Tolman laundry she worked on the mangle about four 
months; that she worked at the Raleigh about a week and went from 
there to the Elite, where she worked about a month; that prior to 
going to work for the defendant she worked altogether about 
10 five months on mangles; that the mangle of the defendant 
was different from the Tolman mangle; that the Tolman 
mangle was flat and that of defendant was high; the Raleigh mangle 
was high; at the Elite she did not work on the mangle; the mangle 
at the Elite was a flat mangle; that articles adhered to the mangle 
every day at the laundry of the defendant and were taken out with 
the hand; never saw them taken out any other way; that when her 
hand was caught in the mangle it was mashed and burned to the 
bone; as soon as her hand was removed from the mangle she was 
carried to Sibley hospital which is right across the street; her mother 
took her home the same day; subsequently she lost one of her fingers; 
that she can only use her thumb on the injured hand—cannot bend 
the wrist; on cross-examination the plaintiff gave evidence showing 
that she does not know where she was baptized or whether she has 
been baptized; doesn't know how long she lived in Clinton; lived 
at Union Church, Mississippi, after leaving Clinton; doesn’t know 
how long she lived at Union Church; doesn’t remember whether she 
ran the canvas on the mangle on the night of the eleventh; that 
different girls did that; didn’t sec the napkins in the mangle on the 
night of the eleventh; but knows they were in there because she got 
them out next morning; that there were about three and they were 
sticking to the cylinder; when she first saw them the canvas had 


been taken off; nothing came out of the mangle with the canvas; 
that the canvas in running through the mangle took exactly the 
same course as linen does and comes up over the apron just as any 
other article being ironed does; that she did not wash her 
11 handkerchief or piece of ribbon that morning and that she 
never washed her handkerchief there in the "morning; that 
she knows where the washtubs are in the room near the mangle; 
she knows Anna Shroeder but does not remember talking to her 
that morning over by the washtub; that she never ran anything of 
her own through the mangle; on the morning of the accident she 
did not go around to the feeding side of the mangle; that she did 
not wash her handkerchief that morning and bring it over and put 
it on Mrs. May’s table; that*she knows Mi’s. May but docs not re¬ 
member helping Mrs. May fold coats that morning; she knew a 
girl named Rachel who worked at the laundry but does not remem- 
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ber whether Rachel was by the wash tub that morning; that she 
might have been by the wash tub that morning but she did not 
wash anything; she did not wash her handkerchiefs on the morning 
of May 11, the day before the accident and run them through the 
mangle; docs not recall an incident on the morning of May 11th 
when she was trying to get her handkerchiefs out of the mangle 
and Mrs. May pulled her away from the mangle and said to her that 
if she did that she would get hurt; that the canvas was run through 
the mangle to keep from scorching the rollers; that she never thought 
the cylinder was hot; knew the linen was hot when it came out on 
the receiving table; didn’t know where the steam was; knew the 
cylinder was hot in the middle of the day but it wasn’t hot in the 
morning; that they ironed things in the morning, but the cylinder 
didn’t begin to get hot until along at noon some time; they worked 
on the mangle from seven o’clock in the morning until noon but 
the cylinder was not hot; it was warm but not hot enough to 

12 iron the linen in the morning; that the mangle had to run 
awhile before it was hot enough to iron linen; they ironed 

linen pieces before noon and it was then hot enough for that pur¬ 
pose; didn’t know whether the steam was up before seven o’clock; 
the mangle would be in use by seven in the morning and it had to 
run awhile before seven before it got hot; that four and sometimes 
five girls worked on the mangle; that she was at work when she was 
hurt and the mangle was in full operation but that no one else was 
working with her; was getting the mangle in order—was told to get 
it. in order; she worked on the mangle at feeding and receiving; 
was feeding the day before she got hurt; both Miss Gillam and Miss 
Hamilton had seen napkins taken out of the mangle in the manner 
plaintiff attempted to take these out—pulled them out between the 
rollers, but doesn’t remember the name of any girl who did so; the 
mangle had to be in motion to get them out; the canvas was hot 
when taken off the mangle but doesn’t remember whether it was 
hot or not the morning she was injured; when she applied to Mr. 
Cook of the Raleigh laundry for work she did not tell him that she 
was experienced as a mangle hand; doesn’t remember that she told 
him anything of her experience; doesn’t remember how long or 
when she worked there; was not experienced; had worked on mangle 
before but. was not experienced; does not remember when she went 
to work at the Raleigh but it was a short time after she left Tol- 
man’s; worked at Telman’s she thinks about one year; did not 
work at the Raleigh over two weeks; worked on a mangle there; it 
was not a high‘mangle; the mangle at Tolman’s was flat; 

13 never worked on a high mangle before going to work for the 
defendant; believes the mangle at the Princeton laundry was 

a high one but doesn’t remember; doesn’t remember how long she 
>vorked at the Princeton, whether it. was a day or thirty days or a 
year or how long; it was not six months; doesn’t remember how T long 
she worked at the Elite; did not work on a mangle at the Elite but 
on a shaking table; asked whether the flat mangles have rollers on 
them and have a hot flat box, witness answered “yes”; asked if the 
only difference is not that in the high mangle the cylinder which 
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contains the heat is round and in the flat mangle it is flat and the 
rollers are on top of it, she answered “yes"; the roller’s on the flat 
mangle go around; in response to questions by the Court the witness 
stated that every day something was caught on the cylinder of the 
mangle that had to be taken out; that she had done that herself 
every day; she testified further on cross examination that she found 
things caught there every morning during working hours and all; 
doesn’t know why they got caught but they stayed right on the cyl¬ 
inder. Recognized a photograph shown her as one of defendant’s 
mangle upon which she worked. Asked to describe just what she 
was doing when the accident happened and where her hand was, 
witness answered “I caught my hand between two roller's"; indicated 
on the photograph table on which she stood, and the place where 
she inserted her hand between the roller's; had received articles from 
the mangle; that the table is not slippery; that she had been up 
there before; that she didn’t lean over; kind of leaned over but 
didn’t put anything but her right hand in. Asked “You 
14 leaned forward like that, (indicating) she answered “Yes, 
sir." Asked You did not put your foot up in here, (indi¬ 
cating) she answered “No, sir”; she stated that was all moving; got 
two dollars a week when she went to work at the Tolman laundry 
and was getting four dollars a week when she left; got three dollars 
and fifty cents a week at the Raleigh and four dollars a week at the 
Elite; started with the defendant at four dollars a week and was 
, getting four dollars and fifty cents a week when hurt; doesn’t know 
whether this is the usual pay for mangle hands; at time of accident 
Mamie Mver came to her assistance and got up on board and held 
her hand; Bessie Richardson and the Assistant forewoman also 
helped her; does not recall that someone said to her on the morning 
when she was hurt and when she was on the table that she had better 
get down; both the forewoman and assistant forewoman had seen 
her stand upon the table getting articles out of the mangle; the 
other girls did the same thing but could not mention the name of any 
who had done so; when she applied to Miss Gillam for employment 
did not tell her she had worked on a mangle; told her slie had 
worked in other laundries but did not tell her she was experienced; 
Miss Gillam did not say to her about feeding of defendant’s mangle 


it.” Never saw a certain handkerchief exhibited to her by counsel 
for defendant; no one was ever hurl in a laundry where she worked; 

did not know it was customary when anything got stuck in 
15 defendant’s mangle to stop the machinery and remove the 
article with a stick; no instructions were given to notify Miss 
Hamilton and Miss Gillam when anything got caught in the mangle. 

Whereupon the Court of its own motion instructed the jury on the 
testimony to return a verdict for the defendant, to which said" instruc¬ 
tion the plaintiff by her counsel then and there duly excepted. 

And thereupon the plaintiff, by her counsel, prayed the Court to 
sign this, her bill of exceptions, which is granted, and this, the 
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plaintiff’s bill of exceptions, is accordingly signed, now for then, 
this 3d day of July, A. D. 1907. 

DAN TI-IEW WRIGHT, 

Associate Justice. 


Order for Transcribing the Record. 

Filed July 9, 1907. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Law. No. 48873. 

Joeanna French, by Her Next Friend, Willie C. Clinton, 

vs. 

National Laundry Company. 

The Clerk will please prepare the transcript of record in the above 
entitled cause, including therein the entire record except the second 
count of the declaration and the formal parts which under the rules 
of the Court of Appeals are not to be included in the transcript. 

MILLAN & SMITH, 
Attorneys for Plaintiff. 


16 Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 


United States of America, District of Columbia , ss: 

I, John R. Young, Clerk of the Supreme Court of the District of 
Columbia, hereby certify the foregoing pages numbered from 1 to 
lb, both inclusive, to be a true and correct transcript of the record, 
according to directions of counsel herein tiled, copy of which is made 
part of this transcript, in cause No. 48873, at law, wherein Joeanna 
French, by her next friend Willie C. Clinton, is Plaintiff, and Na¬ 
tional Laundry Company, is Defendant, as the same remains upon 
the files and of record in said Court. 

In testimony whereof, I hereunto subscribe my name and affix 
the seal of said Court, at the city of Washington, in said District, 
this 18th day of July, A. D. 1907. 

[Seal Supreme Court of the District of Columbia.] 

JOHN R. YOUNG, Clerk. 


Endorsed on cover: District of Columbia supreme court. No. 
1812. Joeanna French, &c., appellant, vs. National Laundry Co. 
Court of Appeals, District of Columbia. Filed Jul- 22, 1907.. 
Henry W. Hodges, clerk. 
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